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mentation of the Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act
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ABSTRACT

The perceptions of technology transfer agents and indi-

= viduals who staff the Office of Research and Technology
Applications (ORTA) at Federal laboratories and agencies are
investigated in this thesis. Specific areas which are
studied are (1) a description of the technology transfer
office, (2) the form of initial contact between technology
transfer agents and users, (3) the technology transfer pro-
cess employed, (4) technology transfer agent and ORTA demo-
graphics and (5) areas where the technology transfer process
effactiveness can be increased.

The conclusion identifies areas which the technology

. transfer agents and ORTA's perceive As needing improvement
in the technology transfer process both within the laboratory
and from the parent agency and also from the Federal govern- ;‘
ment. The perceptions of the ORTA's in the implementation

of the Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act are also
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discussed. Recommendations are proposed which address the

technology transfer agents' and ORTAs' areas of concern.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. BACKGROUND
Total outlays of Federal funds for research, development
and R&D plant for FY80 were $31,811.7 million and it was

estimated that in FY82 that figure would increase to

P g

$39,762.3 million-~an increase of 12.7% [Ref. 1l: p. 141].
These funds are distributed to over four hundred Federal
laboratories and centers throughout the nation (Ref. 2: p.
108]. Some of these laboratories and agencies are members
of the Pederal Laboratory Consortium (FLC) for Technology
Transfer--an organization of Federal R&D laboratories and
centers representing the major departments of government in
. addition to the National Aeronautics and Space Administra-

tion, the Tennessee Valley Authority and the Environmental
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Protection Agency. The purpose of the Consortium is to co-
ordinate interactions with other Federal agencies and tech- “
nology users at the Federal, state and local level, with the
focus on the transfer and adaptation of technology through
person~-to-person contact (Ref. 2: p. 110]. The PFLC cur-
rently is composed of 230 members, of which 115 are Federal

Laboratory representatives.
The coordination of technology transfer at the Federal -
. laboratoriss and agencies (whether or not they are members \ {

of the FIC) is accomplished through a technology transfer
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coordinator or agent. This is a generic term referring to
an individual at a laboratory who is the point of contact
for technology transfer information. In addition to main-
taining contact with FLC and non~FLC members, technology
transfer agents are also exposed to new technologies de-
veloped by state and local governments and private organiza-
tions. Thus, the agent can often bring together a user who
has a problem with those who have already solved the problem
or who are working on it. |

The position of technology transfer agent was more for-
mally and legally defined when Congress passed the Stevenson-
Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-480)
(Appendix A contains the law in total). The Act was passed
in order "to promote United States technological innovation
for the achievement of national economic, environmental and
social goals, and for other purposes” [Ref. 3: p. 2311].

Section 11 of the Act addresses the utilization of Fed-
eral technology by stating that the "Federal Government
shall strive where appropriate to transfer federally owned
or originated technology to state and local governments and
to the private sector" [Ref. 3: p. 2318). The law requires
an Office of Research and Technology Applications (ORTA)
with at least one professional individual full-time as staff
for each Federal laboratory having a total annual budget ex-
ceeding $20 million; and after 30 September 1981, each
Federal agency which operated or directed one or more
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Federal laboratories was to make qvailable not less than
0.58% of the agency's research and development budget to sup-
port the technology transfer function at the agency and its
laboratories, including support of the Office of Research
and Technology Applications. (The Act defines "Federal
laboratory” as any laboratory, any federally funded research
and development center, or any center established speci-
fically by the Act (see Sections 6 and 8 of the Act) that

is owned and funded by the Federal Government, whether
operated by the Government or by a contractor.)

There was not unanimous support for this particular por-
tion of the legislation by the Federal agencies. The Na-
tional Science Foundation, commenting on the Act prior to
its passage, stated,

We appreciate the impulse behind these requirements and
the wish to emphasize the importance of technology trans-
fer efforts. But in our view the requirements themselves
would be unwise and administratively unsound. In general,
legislative prescription of administrative structures and
staffing patterns at this level of detail seems to us in-
appropriate and intrusive on functions of the executive
branch and its managers. Applied to laboratories and
centers, many of which have been deliberately placed under
independent operation, it seems especially so. [Ref. 4:
pp. 60-61] ‘

The Department of Commerce responded to the proposal by
stating:

As other federal agencies have stated in letters to you
(Ref. Don Puqua, Chairman, House Committee on Science and
Technologyl, the Administration believes the policy of set
asides [funds] as stipulated in subsection 11(b) is neither
administratively sound nor appropriate. Not all federal

laboratories have research programs which generate signi-
ficant quantities of information which could be usefully

T RURAP R DRI




transferred. It would be wasteful to require these labora-

tories to establish technology transfer offices....The spe-
cified minimum staffing requirement and budgetary set aside
are also objectionable...the set aside dictates a multi-
million dollar program in a whole range of agencies at the
expense of other existing and important programs. ([Ref. 4:
pp. 51-52]

Despite these concerns from the Federal agencies, the
Stevenson-Wydler Act passed, with the Depaftncnt of Commerce
and the National Science Foundation being charged with ad-
ministering the programs. Virtually all funds under the Act
for the Commerce Department were eliminated by the Reagan
budget makers.  The Carter Administration's 1982 budget had
called for a variety of innovation programs but only about
$17 million survived in the Reagan revision ($1 million of
which is for studies on innovation and technology transfer).
Commerce Deputy Secretary Wright argued the Administration's
viewpoint by stating that technological innovations and the
improvement of productivity are the responsibility of the
private sector and will prosper when the economic climate is

favorable (Ref. 5: p. 627].

B. OBJECTIVES

The objective of this thesis is to gather information on
the Office of Research and Technology Applications (hereafter
referred to as ORTA) at the Pederal laboratories subject to
Section 11(b) of the Stevenson-Wydler Act and on the tech-
nology transfer agents at other Federal laboratories. There

is a need to assess these positions currently, in light of
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budgetary changes and the passage of the Stevenson-Wydler
Act. .

In preparation for this assessment, telephone interviews
were conducted between December, 1981 and February, 1982 to
gain background information from those ORTA's and technology
transfer agents in the field on their perceptions of the
Stevenson-Wydler Act. Additionally, the author attended a
meeting of the Federal Laboratory Consortium (Far West Re-
gional Meeting) in February, 1982 at the Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory to gather first-hand information on tech-
nology transfer issues from key individuals in the field.

The background information that had been gathered was used
to develop a questionnaire which was reviewed for accuracy,
understandability and relevance by a group of individuals
experienced in technology transfer efforts. Any questions
which were determined unsuitable were removed.

The revised questionnaire (see Appendix B) was mailed to
the technology transfer agents and ORTA's of 123 Federal
laboratories and agencies throughout the United States during
July, 1982 (23 of these were non-FLC members). Sixty ques-
tionnaires were returned, representing a response rate of
49%.

A literature search was also conducted which resulted in
numerous articles on the technology transfer process and cor-
responding legislation. Information was found on previous

data gathering efforts conducted on technology transfer
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agents and the users of technology. Chapter II discusses
the results of the questionnaire and Chapter III provides a
summary of conclusions and recommendations for further

study.
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II. SURVEY DESIGN AND RESULTS

A. SURVEY DESIGN

The Technology Transfer Questionnaire was patterned after
a guestionnaire developed by the Ohio Technology Transfer
Organization (OTTO) and administered in 1981 to usgers of
technology transfer [Ref. 6]. Although not every item of
that questionnaire was repeated in the present questionnaire,
it was felt that it would be useful to compare the percep-
tions of users of technology transfer with those of tech~
nology transfer agents on similar questions appearing in both
surveys. A comparison between the responses of the two sur-
veys is made for questions 5, 7 and 8. Additional gquestions
were asked of technology transfer agents and ORTA's as a re-
sult of telephone interviews and literature readings. The
questionnaire encompassed questions dealing with (1) the
technology transfer office description, (2) the form of ini-
tial contact between the technology transfer agent and the
user, (3) the technology transfer process, (4) the tech-
nology transfer agent demographics, and (5{ areas to in-
crease technology transfer effectiveness.

Tables 1 through 20 represent the responses for each
question by the respondents. Question 21 required the re-

spondent to write an answer(s) and these are compiled in
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i Appendix C. A brief summary of these responses is indi-~
cated within this chapter.
The questionnaire was designed to be answered by the

technology transfer agent or ORTA at the Federal labora-

RIS o T

tory or agency. Because the respondents were asked to
remain anonymous, there is no guarantee that all the re-
sponses are those of the targeted group. The following

chart is a breakdown of where the surveys were sent and

hJ
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rate of return:

NaowEEed

Number Number Rate of

ArSE TV M

Geographic Area Sent  Returned Return
b Northeast Region 20 11 55% /
ﬁ‘ (m' NJ’ NH' NY' CT' RI)
MidAtlantic Region 31 17 55% ’
(VA, MD, WVA, WASH DC, PA)
Southeast Region 16 7 44% :
(Fm, Hs' m' TN, NC) t
Midwest Region 17 5 29% y
(OH, IL, MI, WI, IN, MN, IA) !
b
Midcontinent Region 16 7 443 ;
(TX, NM, WY, UT, CO, OK) i
Far West Region 23 12 52% f
(CA, ID, WASH) ¢
Unknown 1
TOTAL 123 60 49%
13
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AR T 2'_"*‘ e -4 q l o . A";‘ .V

p




T A LS ikt s ccman s e e e oot o ———

Government Department/Agency

Dept. of Transportation

Dept. of Defense

Dept. of Justice

Dept. of Interior

Dept. of Health/Human Services
Dept. of Agriculture

Dept. of Energy

Dept. of Commerce

Other Agencies
NASA
EPA .
TVA

Unknown

TOTAL

Standards.

B. SURVEY RESULTS

Questions 1 and 2:

14
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"y

Number .Number . Rate of
Sent Returned Return
4 3 75%
48 28 58%
1 0 0
4 1 25%
10 1 10%
6 5 83%
32 13 41%
2 0 0
10 4 40%
3 3 100%

1 0 0
2
123 60 49%

Note: Laboratories at the following subdivisions of the
governmental agencies and departments listed above
were sent surveys: Federal Highway Administration,
Federal Aviation Administration, USCG, USN, USAF,
USA, Fish/Wildlife Service, Geological Survey, FDA,
Forest Service, National Telecommunication and In-
formation Administration, and National Bureau of

Eleven of the sixty respondents indicated that the of-
fice through which technical information or assistance is
available was the Office of Research and Technology Applica-
tions (ORTA). Twenty-five responses used the words "tech-
nology” or "technical®™ in the title with "technology transfer*
and "technology utilization" being the most common terms.

The remaining 24 responses varied in description (i.e.
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TABLE 1

Question 1: What is the name of the office at your labora-
tory through which technical information or assistance is
H , available?

Response:

. 11 (18%) Office of Research and Technology Applications
(ORTA)

25 (42%) Technology Transfer, Technology Utilization (or
technology in name)

LT

e

AT

24 (40%) Other. (e.g. R&D, Public Affairs, Planning and
Developing, Programming)

AR Wi

TABLE 2

Question 2: What is the organizational title of the indi- |
vidual who heads the office described above?

Response:

17 (28%) Director/Assistant Director

18 (32%) Manager/Head/Chief

11 (18%) Technology Coordinator/Technology Officer
13 (22%) Other. .

TN - ST R A

Questions 3 and 4:

4

42% of those gquestioned responded that their job as a
technology transfer agent was a full-time position with the
remaining 58% of the respondents indicating that their posi-
tion was part-time. The average number of full-time assis-
tants was 5 while the average number of part-time assistants
was 4 (Tables 3 and 4).

15
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TABLE 3

Question 3: Is your position as Technology Transfer Agent a
full-time or a part-time job?

Response:

25 (42%) Full-time
35 (58%) Part-time

TABLE 4

Question 4: How many assistants does the Technology Trans-
fer Agent have?

Responsge:
PULL-TIME NUMBER ‘PART-TIME NUMBER
Mean: 5.2 Mean: 4
Range: Range:
High 60 High 9
Low 1 Low 1
Mode: 1,3,4 Mode: 1

Question §5:

The three most common methods by which users learned
about technology transfer activities at the laboratory (as
perceived by the technology transfer agents) were through
personal contact by technical (R&D) staff, through personal
contacts made by a technology transfer staff member and by
attending conferences, workshops and seminars. The method
utilized least of all was radio or television stories (Table
S). This is a common perception from the user's point of

view also as indicated in the OTTO Survey where ten of

16
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twenty~-four respondents noted that they or someone in their
organization first learned about technology transfer acti-
vities by personal contact being made with a technology
transfer staff member. Several respondents to the tech-
nology transfer questionnaire chose to write in additional

methods which the reader can refer to in Table 5.

TABLE 5

Question 5: What is the most common method by which users
learn about Technology Transfer activities at your laboratory?

Response:

25 Personal contact by technical (R&D) staff
4 Tlyough newspaper articles
1 Through radio or television stories

19 Personal contacts made by a Technology Transfer Staff
member

8 By word of mouth between users

10 Through association contacts or newsletters (i.e. trade
asgociations, Chamber of Commerce, etc.)

18 Attending conferences, workshops, seminars

21 Other:
(1)* all of the above
(13) through publication of newsletters/technical and
research reports
(3) Technical Brief Journal
(1) organizational annual meeting
(3) FLC for Technology Transfar

*Numbers in parentheses indicate number of respondents.

Question 6:
The mqjority of technology transfer agents indicated that
potential users who requested their assistance had to some ex-

tent a specific request which was adequately defined (Table 6).

17




TABLE 6
Question 6: To what extent do potential users who request
your assistance have a specific request which is adequately
defined?

Response:
10 (18%) 1little extent

31 (54%) some extent
16 (28%) great extent
Question 7:

This question asked the respondents to rank the top three
methods of technology transfer interaction with users. The
three interacéions chosen most frequently were: (1) giving
one-on-one technical assistance, (2) informing users about
special laboratory reports on studies which relate to the
user organization's needs and (3) technological transfer
concepts, equipment, etc. being presented at a conference,
seminar or workshop attended by users (Table 7). The OTTO
survey of technology users indicated that the top 3 interac-
tions were (1) attending a conference, seminar or workshop
in which technology transfer concepts, equipment, etc. were
presented, (2) being informed about special laboratory re-
ports on studies which related to their organization's needs
and (3) being included in a mailing to receive specialized
reports, newsletters, etc. (See Table 7A for similarities
between OTTO survey responses and technology transfer agents'
responses.) The four responses of the technology transfer
agents' survey also appeared in the top four choices of the

users’' survey.

18
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TABLE 7

Question 7: In which methods of Technology Transfer inter-
action are you most commonly involved with users?” (Please
rank 3 of the following with "1" being the most common, "2%
being the second most and "3" being the third most common

: interaction.)*

¢ _ Response:
AVERAGE OF ,
NUMBER OF RANKING FOR - . d
RESPONDENTS RESPONSE . " RESPONSE '
7 2.14 the technology transfer office as- :
sists the users in developing and
presenting a proposal for funding
support
9 1.88 the technology transfer officer
conducts a special study for
. user's organization - . ‘
? 22 2.04 the technology transfer officer
5 aids the user's organization in

retrieving information stored in
such data banks as EIES, NTIS,
DIALOG, etc.

32 1.96 technology transfer concepts, i
equipment, etc. are presented at
a conference, seminar or work-
shop attended by users

K
i
¢
T

A

44 1.65 giving one-on-one technical
assistance P
34 1,91 informing users about special

laboratory reports on studies
which relate to the user

22 2.18 having a mailing list to send users
(specialized reports, newsletters)
6 2.33 inviting users to participate in

the implementation of a packaged
program technology, a computer
system, etc.

T TR T e Bt b i W) Wi A i N Bk e i

*Although respondents were asked to choose and rank only
3 methods, some respondents ranked all the choices on a scale
from 1 to 3. The closer the response average is to 1.0, the
more common is the corresponding type of interaction between
agent and user.

19




Furthermore, respondents indicated additional methods in
the "other” response for this question. These responses can

generally be grouped as providing user with publications,

reports, information and arranging meetings and seminars with

user (s) to discuss laboratory's resources. The complete

listing of responses:to the "other" category is as follows:
Question 7 (other):

- conducting jointly sponsored projects

B R T A R

- mailing copies of technical reports on projects directly
to requester

- direct contact with users of specific information or
products

- general distribution of reports reviewing information
and products distributed in past fiscal year

- sgeminars, meetings discussing products with more than

one user
- conducting guided industry searches of laboratory for !

relevant technology !
- referral to another more appropriate source

- telephone, letter, training 3
~ distribution of technology transfer publications '

- personal contacts by R&D laboratory's scientists/
engineers

- meeting arranged to bring user in contact with labora- {
tory's technical resources. :

The similarity between the OTTO Survey responses and
the technology transfer agents' responses for this question

is summarized in the following table.

20
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TABLE 7A*
Technology
OTTO Transfer Agents' o
Survey Questionnaire Response
6 6 the technology transfer office as-
sists the users in developing and
presenting a proposal for funding
support
5 5 the technology transfer office k

conducts a special study for the '
user's organization

4 4 the technology transfer office aids
the user's organization in retriev-
ing information stored in such data
banks as EIES, NTIS, DIALOG, etc.

1 3 technology transfer concepts,
: equipment, etc. are presented at
| a conference, seminar or workshop

) by users
’ 4 1 giving one-on-one technical
assistance
2 2 informing users about special

laboratory reports on studies which
relate to the users organization's
needs

3 4 having a mailing list to send to
users (specialized reports, news-
letters, etc.)

4 7 inviting users to participate in
the implementation of a packaged
program technology, a computer
system, etc. 3

e ,M_ﬂ AP R E

s

*The interpretation of this ranking indicates that "1" is
the most common method used for interacting, "2" is the
second most common, etc. The ranking is based on the number
of respondents per response in Question 7.

Question 8:

To determine the medium of interacting with users, the

technology transfer agents were asked for the most common

21
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method of interaction. This turned out to be the telephone,
which was also the response chosen most often by users in the

OTTO Survey {(Table 8).

TABLE 8

Question 8: During the life of a technology transfer pro-
ject,* what is the most common method of interacting with
the user? (Please indicate only one.)

Response:
Technology OTTO

Transfer Survey Survey ‘Response

15 (22%) 17 (28%) face~to-face discussions

26 (37%) 18 (29%) over the telephone

10 (14%) 12 (19%) by mail

2 (3%) computer conferencing
17 (24%) 13 (21%) a combination of the above methods
2 (3%) : other:

(1) by involving user in tech-
nology transfer planning

(1) combination time/user
definition

*For the purposes of this questionnaire, a technology
transfer project is any information or assistance provided
as a result of interaction between the user and laboratory.
Questions 9 and 10:

To determine the amount of time that technology transfer
agents spend with users, they were asked the percentage of
time in the day that was spent interacting with users, and
how that time was divided in different types of interactions.

The average time spent by technology transfer agents with

22
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users was approximately 17% with the majority of the time

spent on the telephone and answering correspondence (Tables

9 and 10).

TABLE 9

Question 9: What percent of your work day is spent inter-
acting with users?

Response:

Mean: 17.8% Range: High 90%
Low 1%

TABLE 10

Question 10: Of the time spent interacting with users,
please indicate the percent of time you spend daily in the
following interactions?

.

Response:
23% face-to-face discussions
45% over the telephone
29% correspondence (mail)
11% computer conferencing
10% other:

(1) workshops, planning
(1) networking

Questions 11 and 123:

Respondents were asked to specify the number of projects
and lengths of time it took to complete them both over the
past twelve months as well as current projects and their
lengths of time. It appears from the data that most projects
in the past have been of short duration--two weeks or less--
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and that the majority of current projects have been in
existence less than one month (Tables 1l and 12).

TABLE 11

35 Question 11: Over the past twelve months, please indicate
i the number of completed projects and lengths of time required
for completion by the technology transfer office.

: 3 Response:
po Number of Projects Completed Length of Time to Complete
- 3078 about 2 weeks or less
R 85 between 3 and 4 weeks
g 68 about 2-3 months
i 20 about 4-5 months
% 92' about 6 months
i .
B
TABLE 12

: Question 12: Please indicate the number of projects and
H lengths of time your office is currently working with users.

Response:
Number of Projects Length of Time

245 less than 1 month
51 1-3 months

42 3-6 months

43 6-12 months

47 12-24 months

66 over 24 months

Question 13:
Responses to question 13 indicate that the factor under

which technology transfer agents feel most contrained is
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! money for the technology transfer office, followed by time.
These same concerns appear in Question 21 also and will be
discussed at that time. Respondents indicated a number of
other factors which are summarized in Table 13. A number of
respondents chose to expand upon answering this question by
writing comments concerning other constraining factors. Many
of these constraints can be grouped into several categories:
(1) lack of laboratory and government guidance on technology
transfer, (2) lack of time and funds, (3) ineffective
interactions and communications with users (see Table 13

(other) for complete listing).

TABLE 13

Question 13: When working with a user, please indicate the
factor under which you feel most constrained.

Response:

15 time
24 money for technology transfer office
10 insufficient number of personnel on technology trans-

e T e

M . e

: fer staff
: 10 unclear definition of potential user's problem

¥ 12 other

: ~ biggest problem is informing a wide range of people

2. on the possibilities of transferring technologies

g from the laboratory

~ travel funds and restrictions

~ OMB moratorium on publications, films, etc.

- no established laboratory policy for transferring
technology as yet, policy under development

~ principle constraint--unclear guidance and poli- j
cies from primary sponsor (DOE) and laboratory :
administrators t

~ proper federal role ;

- selling user on being the first kid on the block to
use this new toy; they all want to be "second". ,
Let someone else work out the bugs, why change--

we're making money now.
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Responses to Question 13 (other) continued:

- lack of feedback.

- a firm and continuous source of funds would reduce
constraints in all areas

- limiting factor is time to extract follow-up and
present items to potential users. Despite general
distribution letters, etc. engineers are not think-
ing primarily of technology transfer so these items
have to be dug out of project and activity reports
in order to appear as technology transfer candidates

- sensitive nature of work being done at laboratory

- providing the service is still not institutionalized
in the agency so that resources to address the prob-
lems of the user or even the exact extent of the ap-
propriate user community have not been defined

Question 14:

There were very few identical answers to Question 14
which asked the respondent what prior experience was most
helpful in their present job. An attempt was made to group
responses into broad categories to see if there was a
tendency for technology transfer agents to have a common
background which was useful in their present position.
Scientific, engineering and previous technology interest
was a common theme along with experience in management and
experience gained from interaction with people. However,
since there was such a vast divergence of answers, it may be
that the individual who is the technology transfer agent and
what he or she brings to the job is of value rather than a
particular job experience. Several respondents said it was
their experience in life and their knowledge of a little

about many things which was most helpful.
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TABLE 14

Question 14: What experience gained prior to your present
job has been most helpful in your present job?

Response:

14 science/technical/engineering/research and
development 1

8 technical staff experience or familiarity with
technical people/previous technology interest
interactions with various people
management/staff experience

information retrieval and dissemination
knowledge of lab's activities and other labs'
activities

experience as a user or previous experience
working with users of technologies

N WU~

4 other:
(1) systems analysis skills
(1) operations research
(1) business degree
(1) no specific experience, generalist
Question 15:

To determine the length of time personnel have been in
their present positions as technology transfer agents, re-
spondents were asked to indicate the number of months in
their position. The results reveal a fairly senior group
with 65% of those responding indicating that they have been
in their position more than 24 months. A complete breakdown

is shown in Table 15.

TABLE 15

Question 15: How long have you been in your present position?

Response:
6 6 months or less
5 6-12 months
S 12-18 months
5 18-24 months
39 more than 24 months
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Questions 16 and 17:

Questions 16 and 17 asked the respondent if‘pe or she
received specialized training or a turnover from the previous
agent and whether they would have benefited from such train-
ing. Over half of the respondents indicated they received
no training, turnover or gquidelines for their jobs and 68%
of the respondents said they would have benefited from such

training (Tables 16 and 17).

TABLE 16

Question 16: When you began your present job, were you given
any of the following for your job?

Response:
1 specialized training

11 guidelines or standard operating procedures

15 a turnover from the previous technology transfer
agent -

32 none of the above

4 other:
(1) was not trained for the job. Have been re- ;

sponsible to train myself or seek training {

for myself on the job. Learned from senior
member of FLC and associates

(1) developed technology transfer process by
working with consultant

(1) experience has been out teacher

(1) learned on the job--wasn't difficult-~just
kept reading and selling to staff.

TABLE 17

Question 17: Do you feel that you needed or would have bene-
fited from such training?

i
1
Y
3
3
a
“

Response:
Yes: 39
No: 18

written responses: (1) training in this position is a must
(1) if there had been any available in
the beginning
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Questione 18 and 19:

Respondents were asked if they perceived an adequate
communication network between technology transfer agents in
keeping up to date with current information. In conjunction
with that, they were asked for the methods which kept them
informed. 67% felt there was an adequate communication net-
work between technology transfer agents. The most common
method used for obtaining the latest information was by re-
viewing the Federal Laboratory Consortium Bulletins and News-
letters, followed by discussions with other technology

transfer agents (Tables 18 and 19).

TABLE 18

Question 18: Do you feel that there is an adequate communi-
cations network between technology transfer agents in order
to keep up-to-date with current information?

Response:

Yes: 38 (67%)
No: 19 (33%)

TABLE 19

Question 19: Please indicate the methods most used by you to
keep informed in the technology transfer field of latest
developments.

Response:
28 conferences/workshops
40 Federal Laboratory Consortium Bulletins/Newsletters
19 open literature
33 discussions with other technology transfer agents
4 other:
(1) we identify projects based on R&D outputs
from laboratories
(1) laboratory visits as well as conferences and
workshops
(1) work within my laboratory
(1) Technology Transfer Society
29
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Question 20:

Thirty-six of sixty respondents indicated that less than
30% of their projects were transferable to state or local
governments or private industry. Table 20 gives a further

breakdown of the transfer.

TABLE 20

Question 20: What percentage of your projects are trans-
ferable to state or local governments or private industry?

Response:
36 less than 30%
7 30% to 60%
14 over 60% ' '

Question 21:
The final question elicited a great deal of response from
the agents. They were asked to list three factors or items
which would assist them in making their job as a technology
transfer agent more effective. There were 142 factors or !

items listed, some of which were repeated several times. An

?

attempt was made to group similar items into categories for
easier analysis. These are listed in Appendix C. By far,
most technology transfer agents were concerned about lack of
support and recognition for their jobs from within their :
laboratory's management and R&D personnel as well as from :
outside their laboratory (i.e. from their sponsoring federal
agency). This feeling of lack of support for the technology

transfer process was reflected also in the agents' responses
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that they needed more funding and staff for their offices.
Another area which drew many comments was on needing a bet-
ter network (perhaps more formal network) between technology
transfer agents in order to keep up-to-date on the latest
information and also to better connect the user with the
proper technology. There were also comments made about
government policies and regulations which are noteworthy.

To get an overall flavor of these responses, the reader is

referred to the aggregate responses contained in Appendix C.
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III. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. CONCLUSIONS

There were several isasues which this questionnaire high-
lighted and which have been addressed in related literature.
In discussing Federal agency efforts in technology, O'Brien

and Franks note several deficiencies in the Federal tech-

nology transfer effort: interagency consistency, cooperation

and coordination of efforts, agency commitment of non-mission

resources, and formal evaluations to determine the effective-

ness of technology transfer activities [Ref. 7: p. 741.
Additionally, they point out that Federal agency attempts to
% - "coordinate their technology and inform;£ion dissemination

‘ activities and to link their limited resources with non-

Federal technology transfer networks have been fragmented

Wydler Act is intended to enhance the coordination and or-
ganization of Federal technology transfer activities, to
identify more efficiently and more effectively match user
needs with Federal R&D information and technology resources
and to improve the dissemination of information. They con-
clude by describing factors upon which they feel the effec-
tiveness of Federal technology transfer and evaluation
efforts depend: (1) the referral process, (2) the quality

of the match between user needs and Federal resources,
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(3) the transfer mechanism employed, (4) the extent of the
transfer, (5) the knowledge of the user, and (6) the na-
-ture, quality and completeness of the technology transfer
information maintained by Federal laboratories [Ref. 7: pp.
75-83].

Samuel Doctors refers to several barriers to the trans-
fer of Federal technology. They include: (1) the mission
orientation of many agency technical personnel, (2) the low
priority placed on the transfer function by the scientific
and technical personnel engaged in Federally sponsored R&D,
(3) the political nature of institutions of transfer,

(4) the tight security restrictions, (5) the outdated
methods of information retrieval and evaluation, (6) the
lack of understanding of the transfer process and (7) the
power structure of the agencies [Ref. 8: p. 9].

In a report published in 1973, it was stated that there
was little exchange of information between Federal activities
with regard to technology transfer. In a few agencies, high
level support for specific technology transfer activities
appeared "lukewarm" [Ref. 9: p. vii].

Many of the responses to the technology transfer agent
guestionnaire supported these previous findings. One of the
main issues of concern by the technology transfer agents who
responded to the survey was lack of support for-the tech-
nology transfer program at their laboratory or agency by

laboratory management and by the R&D personnel. Insufficient
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funding and personnel support for their offices contributed
to this feeling of non-recognition and non-support. Com-
pounding this is the feeling by the technology transfer
agents of restrictions placed upon their efforts by the
Federal government (specifically OMB and budget limitations)
with little guidance from their parent agency on technology
transfer (in particular in implementing the Stevensen-Wydler
Act where applicable).

In addition to the funding and staffing problems, there
are many technology transfer offices that do not have full-
time staff. Fifty-eight percent of the technology transfer
agents indicated that they were part-time in their position.
While laboratories falling under the Stevenson-Wydler Act are
required to have a full-time individual staffing the Office
of Research and Technology Applications, other laboratories
are not required to have this. 1If laboratory manégement is
truly supportive of its technology transfer program, then it
is important that the individual filling the technology
transfer agent's position be full-time in order for him or
her to become familiar with the job. By occupying the posi-
tion full-time, the technology transfer agent can develop the
personal contacts in the technology transfer field which are
prerequisite for an effective technology transfer program.
Additionally, a full-time technology transfer agent can pro-
vide responsive and reliable service for users who request

their assistance.
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While Section 11(b) of the Stevenson-Wydler Act does not
apply to all Federal laboratories (i.e. creating a full-time
staff to man the ORTA), the spirit behind the Act should be
noted by all Federal laboratories. In describing the pur-
pose of the Act, it was stated that by having a full-time
individual staff the ORTA, an institutional framework would
be established for the performance of the technology trans-
fer function at the Federal laboratories. This is critical
in order to ensure that technology transfer activities at the
laboratories are given the resources and visibility needed to
carry out the required functions. At many Federal labora-
tories, technology transfer is not a recognized, officially
sanctioned activity and work performed in this capacity is
often not relevant to professional promotion within the or-
ganization. Therefore, career development of staff working
in technology is sometimes detrimentally affected because
time is spent on activities other than those specified in
position descriptions upon which promotions are based [Ref.
10: p. 33]. The frustrations of technology transfer agents
presently in part-time positions, with limited and insuffi-
cient budgets and lack of laboratory recognition for their
job were clearly evident in the agents' responses to Question
21.

Forty percent of the technology transfer offices were
titled without the word technology (or a derivative) in it.

Because some offices are cloaked within or under variously
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named offices, it may be difficult for users to contact these
offices or for individuals within the laboratory or agency to
refar users to the technology transfer agent--because they do
not associate the function with the name. While it is not
necessary to have the word "technology” in the official ti-
tle, the title should-be descriptive enough for a user to
identify its function.
Technology transfer agents perceived that the flow of
information between themselves (as well as to the user of
technology).needed to be more effective. Part of the problem
may be due to security restrictions due to the sensitive na-
ture of the work being performed by some laboratories. How-
ever, the major concern appears to be lack of a coordinated
effort to pool technology transfer information and to make
that available to technology transfer agents as it becomes
available in a timeiy manner. The FLC and its printed ma-
terials were viewed as a commonly used source for information i
by both member and non-member agents of the FLC. Also, the
agents indicated that more coordination between user and i ‘w
technology transfer agents was needed in the form of a strong
"user-broker” network to identify user's areas of interest

and match that with where the technology resource is.

it

B. RECOMMENDATIONS ;

Specific recommendations are as follows:

-
-

(1) Federal agency gquidance for laboratories. This concern

arose not only from the questionnaire but also in the
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telephone interviews. While the ORTA's were encouraged by
the spirit of the Stevenson-Wydler Act, they did not see
their parent agencies passing onto them specifi& guidance in
the implementation of those portions of the Act applicable
to them. Technology transfer agents not subject to the Act
also indiéated that they needed more guidance from their
parent agency in the technology transfer process.

(2) Increased budget for technology transfer. This is a

difficult concern to remedy since budget cuts are being ex-
perienced by all Federal programs. However, since the suc-
cess of a laboratory's technology transfer program partly

depends upon the extent that users are contacted or that

users contact the laboratory, then it follows that sufficient

funding and staff are required to support this effort. What

may be needed is a review of existing resources by the

laboratories and their technology transfer agents to evaluate

the effectiveness and efficiency of the present program.

(3) Increased coordination and cooperation between tech-

nology trangsfer agents and ORTAs. This may provide ground-

work for assisting with the limited budget and staffing
problems by eliminating duplication of effort. Increased
use of existing data storage and retrieval systems as well
as networking to keep in contact with technology tranafer
agents and to gain access to the latest information would
assist in matching the user with the appropriate technology.

More formal interactions with technology transfer agents are
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needed in order to give them the support group where informa-
tion can be exchanged and solutions generated which address
technology transfer problems.

(4) A critical evaluation of the present technology informa-

tion computer-based systems to identify specific areas for

improvement. The present system is used by the technology
transfer agents but it is not totally meeting their needs for
current and timely information exchange.

(5) Laboratory management's recognition of technology trans-

fer functions. Even if some of the above recommendations are

not able to be implemented because of factors beyond the con-
trol of the laboratory or agency, the internal structure of
the laboratory and agency could give the support and recog-
nition to technology transfer agents and ORTA's that is cur-
rently lacking.

(6) To the most practicable extent, make the position of

technology transfer agent a full-time position.

(7) Make the title of the office dealing with technology

transfer descriptive of its function.

(8) Develop an evaluation or feedback device for users of

technology transfer services in order for the technology
transfer agents to obtain information about what was effec-
tive or ineffective in the transfer process.

(9) Develop a guide or handbook for technology transfer

agents. This should contain applicable law and patent in-

formation, technology data bases, marketing techniques for
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transferring technology, and other pertinent information

which can be gathered by individuals currently in the job.
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APPENDIX A
PUBLIC LAW 96-480 (STEVENSON-WYDLER ACT)

PUBLIC LAW 96-480—OCT. 21, 1980 94 STAT. 2311
Public Law 96-480
6th Congrees An Act
T et S s s i e S

Be it enacted by the Senate and House o) Rmcntatim the
UnmdSlctaof:ymﬁoainCo aucmb£¢ thnActu;.f be Stevenson-

cited as the “Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980”. }ve{f“:;m
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. Innovation Act
finds and declares that: - ) 15 USC 3701

(1) Technology and industrial innovation are central to the note.
economic, environmental, and social well-being of citizens of the 15 USC 3701
United States.
(2) Technology and industrial innovation offer an improved
standard of living, increased public and private sector productiv-
ity, creation of new industries and employment opportunities,
im public services and enhanced competitiveness of
United States products in world markets. . ‘
(3) Many new discoveries and advances in science occur in f
universities and Federal laboratories, while the application of . :
this new knorledge to opmni’er%ial and u.?iﬁll:bopublw purposes
depends y upon actions by business an r. Cooperation
mmia. Federal laboratories, labor, and industry, in

such forms as technol transfer, personnel exc , Joint
research proj and others, should be renewed, ex and l
strengthe!

(9 Sr businesses have performed an important role in

advancing industrial and technological innovation. ;
St(‘5t)“hldmtsr.ial and tochl.::oloncd innovation in tl::‘ Unite:
ma lagging when compared to historical ms an

other indu&trialiad nations. pe

(6) Increased industrial and technological innovation would
reduce trade deﬁcitl.t. mbdl:ond the dollar, increase productivity
gains, increas: employment, and stabilize prices.

¥y Gonmmontpantitnut. .:oaonomic. trade, patent, procure-

ment, , research deve t, and tax
have t impacts upon ind innovation
ment of techn » but is t knowledge of their
lar sectors of the economy.
(8) No comprehensive exists to enhance techno-
need for such polim' i pp::-
a , inc astrong sy
hehnaogy utilizstion of science
resources of the Federal Governmen

Toehn:ﬂied innovations can img‘r::: i

costs, increase productivity in and local governmenta.
(10) The Federal laboratories and other performers

funded ressarch and development frequently provide scientific
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94 STAT. 2312 PUBLIC LAW 96-480—OCT. 21, 1980

15 USC 3702.

15 USC 3703

15 USC 7104.

ﬂwwomdpmﬁlmb“q
be made tothu-m.nd
There is a need to means of access and to give
personnel and mwﬂmym
(11) The give fuller recognition to individuals
and companies which have made outstanding contributions to
the promotion of technology or technological manpower for the
of the economic, environmentsl, or social well-
of the United States.
SEC. 3 PURPOSE.

It is the purpose of this Act to improve the economic, envircnmen-
e e emaLabing ceganisations i the exerative braoch
and stimulate technology; study

]

"i

tributi
(5)emumﬂnmhmdmﬁﬁcwmm
nel among acsdemia, industry, mdl"edenlhborm

SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act, unless the context otherwise requires, the
(1) Oﬂiee"mumtheomeeoﬂndumd'rochmlogmb.
hl&edunderuchonSdthn
T(S)“Dmcwr mmmr.&w«uggmauw
‘echnology, appointed pursuant to section
{4) “Centers” means the Centers for Industrial Technology
mbluhodunderucﬁoncorncuonSoﬂhnAct.

(5) “Nomprofi institutica an orgasization owned and
pnnofthomtuminf:of ‘t’xg’c‘gd to the of
w) ures
te shareholder o individual. ny

M‘gm Iﬁ o memmm“

JWMOM Oﬁa.'howb
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PUBLIC LAW 96-480—OQCT. 21, 1980 94 STAT. 2313

compensated at the rate provided for level V of the Executive
Schedule in section 5316 of title 5, United States Code.
© Du'n-.-'l'hu Secretary, through the Director, on a continuing

(0)) dlhmnno the relationships of technological developments

nnd international transfers to the output, employ-
el e e o 2
Statll and foreign industrial sectors;

(2) determine the influence of economic, labor and other
conditions, industrial structure and management, and govern-
ment policies on technological developments in particular indus-
trial sectors world

wide;

(P identify tochnologxcal needs, probloms. and opportunities
within and across industrial sectors that, if addressed, could
g:kt:.. a significant contribution to the economy of the United

(4) asseas whether the capital, technical and other resources
being allocated to domestic industrial sectors which are likely to
generate new technologies are adequate to meet private and
social demands for goods and services and to promote productiv-
ity 5a)ndcconomlc and boli

(5) propose support studies policy experiments, in
cooperation with other Federal agencies, to determine the effec-
nvencn of measures with the potential of advancing United

uchnolml innovation;

(6) provide cooperative efforts to stimulate industrial
innovation be undertaken between the Director and other offi-
cials in the Department of Commerce responsible for such areas
u ; mn‘ﬁ.r ne. ith the al of

cons government measures wi potential o
advmng United States technological innovation and exploiting
innovations of foreign origin; and

(8) publish the results of studies and policy experiments.

(d)Rmn-— Secretary shall prepsre andmbmt.otho"m:-

and Congress, within 3 years thldnuofomctmontofthu

Act.l ontl'nmﬁndmr.md conclusions of activities
Wﬂomﬂm&&. , 11, 12, and 13 of this Act and
tions for possible modifications thereof.
SEC. 6. CENTERS FOR INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY.
(a) Esrantuusimunt.—The Secretary shall provide assistance for the
establishment of Centers for Industrial Technology. Such Centers

shall be affiliated with any university, or other nonprofit institution,
or group thereof, applies for and ia awarded a grant or enters
cooperati under this section. The objective of the

Centers is to enhance technological innovation through—
(l)thopuﬁdp-donoﬁndividmhfnnmdwrylndnmvcﬁ
ﬁ?z)mmamm bmimpomntfor
sdvance and innovative activity, in which indi-

Mudﬂmhmhﬂhmnﬁnminmbmwhchmyhnn
significant economic or strategic importance, such as manufac-

WMW“W::\MW
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r 94 STAT. 2814 - .. PUBLIC LAW 96-480—OCT. 21, 1980

@mmmdbmmmm

(6) the development of Mmhc&.
mmmu local government, and from
inMy::l through, smong other means, foess,

®) Am—ﬂ sctivities of the Centers shall includs, but
w'?‘u':'uumh'm"nmdw and industrial innove-
4 imlmwmmtdeﬂm

M:l.ilmm ‘sﬁmmﬂnﬂmhbm
of industrial innovation and new business ventures;

(8) uchnial assistance and advisory services to industry,
small businesses; and
(ommg and instruction in inven-

tion, entrepreneurship, and industrial
Each Center need not undertake all of the activities under this

subsection.
(c)mm%wmam , the Secretary
)ennddu-nﬁou givuno mm

“gloywth‘ nent, and mdﬁo MM
()ahightﬁbhbood

Ginancial bapport, nd ey comtEins o the petvess

(S)Jnhostmm or other nonprofit institution hes a
?nd evaluation of the activities pupg

Inventions, tile (o) ReszazcH aND Drveioesmer Urmuization. )‘!bmm
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PUBLIC LAW 96-480—OCT. 21, 1980 94 STAT. 2315

(C) the Center intends to the commercialization of the
il‘(l)) m‘u‘&"ﬂﬁ’um mzmm for
com| or

w«mmam‘?&m

and the su; may treat eamimdm;'
such reports as and technical, commer-
cial, and information and not subject to disclosures
under the Freedom of Information Act; and

lication of the invention;
.’&)wmuthodth. safety, environmental, or national security
needs which are not reasonably satisfied by the contractor or

quest the 's opini proposed joint
ressarch activitiss of a Center would violate any of the antitrust laws.
The advise the su agency of his

SEC. 7. GRANTS AND COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.

(a) In GanzraL.—The Secretary may make grants and enter into
mﬁnwumrdiutotgcmdthhmin
order to asmst any activity consistent with this Act, includi
mmudwwmmmnm:any

grant or t not exceed 78 of the
mmﬁwm may percent
®) Eugisuiry

oyt mnf?ormmu—uymumw
appl; Secretary for a grant or available
und:rt.hhmgion.Applimbnlhnn made in such form and
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15 USC 3707.

42 USC 1861
note.
15 USC 3708.

94 STAT. 2816 PUBLIC LAW 96-480—OCT. 21, 1980
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section 6(a) the conduct of activities Wmﬂ
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94 STAT. 2318 PUBLIC LAW 96-480—OCT. 21, 1980

(4) The Board shall select & voting member to serve o
of the Chairperson in the abesnce or incapacity

%

fi

i
eigi
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15 USC 3110. SEC. 11. UTILIZATION OF FEDERAL TECHNOLOGY.
(@) Poucy.—It is the continuing i of the

Government to ensure the full use of rmlzofthol‘hﬁcn'
i and development this

development budget to support the technology function at
the agency and at its laboratories, including support of the Offices of
Waiver. Mlndhd\ndmmliummwhduym
Submittal to the requirements set forih in (1) and/or (2) of this subsection. If the
Congress. head waives either requirement (1) or (2), the_ head

t¢) Fuwcrions or ReszARcH AND TECHNOLOGY APPLICATIONS
.?rncn—h;hallbothof\mctionofnchmﬁuofm‘d

project in which that leboratory which
hnpou;u:!for - mhm:er govern- !
@ to and disseminate information owned
o provide o on federally
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PUBLIC LAW 96-480—OCT. 21, 1980 94 STAT. 2319

Office of Ressarch and organisa-
tional structures performing the of this subsection shall
mﬂhtlnﬁanycomm with similar services available in the private

(d) Cenren ror THE UtiizaTon or Froesal TecHNOLOGY.—~There Establishment.
is hereby established in the Department of Commerce a Center for
the Utilization of Federal Technology. The Center for the Utilization
Pederal Technology shall—

(1) serve as a central clesringhouse for the collection, dissemi-
nation and transfer of information on federally owned or origi-

8

X SEC. 12 NATIONAL TECHNOLOGY MEDAL. 15 USC 3711

:
|
?
|

the promotion of or technologioal for the
y Wdh eavironmental, or weil-being of

48
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PUBLIC LAW 96-480—OCT. 21, 1980

94 STAT. 2320

L

%

15 USC 3m13.

15 USC 3714,

il

Approved October 21, 1980.

disagrend to others,
hw-h-l-nih

TION OF PRESIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS, Val. 16, Ne. 43:
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APPENDIX B
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER AGENT QUESTIONNAIRE

NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL

MONTEREY. CALIFORNIA - 93940 1 AEPLY REFER YO:
. NCA(S4C)/tid
17 June 1982
Degartment of Administrative Sciences

Dr. J. W. Creighton, Professor of Management, Department of Administrative Sciences
Distrébution List
Ressarch Amistance; request for

Questionanire on Technology Transfer

PR

The puspose of this letter is to request your assistance in a research project regarding
tachnology transfer agents and their jobs. A Navy officer is assicting me with this study. The
objective of our project is to determine the most effective methods to facilitate technology
teamster to both the public and private sector,

a Your laboratary aleng with 3 ssmpling of others ase being sent the enciosed question-
aalre. Your snswers will provide valusble informmation upon which a deta base can be estad-
lsbhed regarding how laboratory technology is tramsferved. The survey is confidential and the
mswers will be combined together and presented s group data. No respoas: from any labora-

" tory will be identified. The success or failure of this resssrsh natumily will depend upoa your

Tsponse.

t 8 The saclessd questionnaize should take spproximately fiftess minutes to complete
md the tine spent in sasisting with owr project is appeveisted. & is roquested thet the ques
tonnaire be compieted and returned in the envelope provided by 26 July 1982. Thask you for

\ g Chao (Fo
Wi O

Peolemer of Manegement

Your cooperation.
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QUESTIONNAIRE
ON
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

1 What is the name of the office at your laboratory through which technical information or
amsistance is aveilable?

2 What is the organizational title of the individual who heads the office described above?

Becsuse different laboratories may have various names for the answers to the previous
mmmum«mmums%mmmmom"md“rm

Transfer Agent”.
3. kympodﬁonanbgMApntaMﬂ-ﬂmorpcbdmjob?
FULL-TIME PART-TIME

4. How many assistants does the Technology Transfer Agent have?
FULLTIME ________ PART-TIME

For the purposss of this questionnaire, s USER is any individual/organization within the
mm(muum)wwmm(mumdwmmmnmm
fit from appiled technologies resuiting from tederal ressarch and development. The following
questions solicit information on users.

5. What is the mast common method by which users learn about Technology Transfer activities
at your laboratory?

personal contact by technical (R&D) staff

through newspaper articles Q
through radio or television stories

persousl contacts mads by a Technology Transfer Staff member

by word of mouth between users
mmm«mmm.,mmmu

Coumnerce, etc.)

sttending conferences, workshops, seminars

other. Please explain:

[ To what extent do potential users who request your assistance have a specific request which
is adequatsly defined?

Little extent —_—_ Some extent e Gorost extent

3
&
*
2
3
-
¥

1. Which methods of Technology Transfer interaction are you most commonly invoived with
wsers? (Please rank 3 of the following with “1” being the inost common, “2” being the second
mast, and “3” being the third most common interaction.) (Continued on next page)
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the Technology Transfer Office assists the users in developing and presenting a
proposal for funding support

the Technology Tmnsfer Offics conducts a special study for the user’s organization
the Technology Transfer Office aids the user’s organization in retrieving information
stored in such data banks as EIES, NTIS, DIALOG, etc.

informaing users about special iaboratory reports on studies which relate to the users
organization’s needs

having a mailing st to send to usets specialized reports, newsletiers, otc.

inviting users to participate in the implementation of a packaged program technology,
& computsr system, etc.

other. Please explain:

mmmdwwm-.mwmmm For the purposes of
this questionnaire, a technology transfer project is any information or assistance provided as a
resuit of interaction between the user and your laboratory.

8 During the life of a technology transfer project, what is the most common method of inter-

A
r
i
P
‘v .
r i

——————————

acting with the user? (Please indicate only one.)

face-to-face discuasions

over the telephone

by mail

computer conferencing

a combination of the above methods
other. Please explain:

9. What percent of your work day is spent interacting with users?______ % of day
10.  Of the time spent interacting with users, piease indicate the percent of time you spend daily

in the following interactions:

% {ace-to-face discussions
o Over the telephone
——% correspondence (mail)

% computer conferencing

% other. Please expiain:

52
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11.  Over the past tweive months, pisase indicate the number of compietad projects and lengths
ofmmdtambym_mmm

NUMBER OF PROJECTS COMPLETED LENGTH OF TIME TO COMPLETE

—— about 2 weeks or less
i ' ———— between 3 and 4 weeks
—— about 2-3 months
—— about 4-5 months
' — sbout 6 months or more

12.  Please indicate the number of projects and the lengths of time your office is cutrently
working on with users.

NUMBER OF PROJECTS LENGTH OF TIME

less than 1 month

1-3 months

3-6 months

6-12 months

12-24 months ‘
over 24 months

13.  When working with a user, please indicate the factor under which you feel most constrained:

§

mouey for Technology Transfer Office
insufficient number of persodinel on Technology Transfer Staff
—— unclesr definition of potential user’s problem
’ . Other. Please expiain:

14.  What experience gained prior to your present job has been most heipful in your preseat job?

R

. 15.  How long have yeu been in your present position? ’:

6 months or lem
6 to 12 months
12 to 18 months
18 to 24 months
More than 24 months

Il
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16. When you began your present job, were you given any of the following for your job?

specialized training

guidelines or standard operating procedures

a turnover from the previous Technology Transfer Agent
none of the above

other. Please sxplain:

Il

17. Do you feel that you needed or would have benefited from such training?
YES NO

18. Do you feel that there is an adequate communication network between Technology Transfer
Agents in order to keep up to date with current information?

Yes NO

19.  Please indicate the methods most used by you to keep informed in the Technology Transfer
fleld of latest developments:

conferences/workshops
—— PFederal Laboratory Consortium bulleting/newsletters
— Open literature
——_ discussions with other technology transfer agents
— other. Please explain:

20.  What percentage of your projects are transferable to state or local governments or private

logs than 30%
30% to 60%
over 60%

21.  Please list theee factors/items which would assist you in making your job as a Technology
Transfer Agent more effective.

Ik
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APPENDIX C

QUESTION 21 RESPONSES

Question 21:*

Please list the three factors/items which would assist you in
making your job as a Technology Transfer Agent more effective.

Response:

31 more support and recognition from management; in-
ternal support from scientists and researchers;
sponsoring Federal agency recognition; support,
guidance from sponsoring Federal Agency on funding
available for Technology Transfer activities
(travel, conferences, publications, free con-
sulting); greater agency backing and support for
Technology Transfer activities; institutionalize
Technology Transfer activities into Agency opera-
tions; less other duties !

R 25 additional funding (also related: guaranteed bud-
! get, line item budget)

22 more interaction between Technology Transfer
Agents or users (conferences, forum similar to
NLSA Tech Briefs; national computerized data base (
on technologies and expertise; better communica-
tion and networking; computer system for storage
and retrieval; more information "switchboard"
activity by NSF/FLC Program Manager; computerized
matching system to permit labs and user agencies §
to identify areas of interest and assistance;
stronger user-broker network)

13 more staff 4

10 concern with government (better guidance on goals
: and policies of ORTA from primary sponsors and ad-
ministration; policy from OMB favorable to Tech-
nology Transfer; Technology Transfer concerns

*Numbers indicate number of respondents listing a particu-
lar response.
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factored into front-end of R&D program design;
exception to federal publishing regulations al-
lowing more flexibility in design of documents
and audio-visuals for non technical end users;
resolution of conflict between Military Critical
Technology and Stevenson-Wydler Act; understanding
of USN's position on Technology Transfer: better
guidance from DOD on treatment of sensitive areas;
a domestic critical technologies list; list of
U.S. corporaticns having foreign ownership or
interest) '

more time (make position full-time)

other (training; less bureaucracy from users; more
space and equipment; less concern by administra-
tion over who should be conducting research--gov-
ernment or industry; volunteer program at lab to
provide services to state and local governments
requesting them)

travel

defining problems to be solved; periodic review
of R&D needs in private sector, local, and state
governments to see what help the federal labs can
provide; better entry into private industry

public affairs and public relations (10 minute
film illustrating labs' capabilities that would

be of commercial interest; more information on de-
veloping market and cost information for products;
media announcements describing availability of
Federal lab technology)
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